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Chapter 1

Introduction

Organizational excellence has been a major topic
of business and management publications in the last
decade (Hickman and Silva, 1984; Naisbitt and Aburdene,

1985; Peters and Waterman, 1982).

In an attempt to

determine characteristics of excellent organizations,
researchers have generally concentrated on the role
played by the organizational leader and have stated

that these leaders possess common characteristics and
practices which separate them from less successful

leaders (Bennis and Nanus, 1985; Cleveland, 1985).

A

similar movement toward the study of excellence has
occurred in education.
The effective schools research of the 1970s and
1980s which showed schools can teach all children

successfully also revealed that the leadership of the

principal is the key to that success (Brookover and
Lezotte, 1979; Clark, Lotto and McCarthy, 1980;

Edmonds, 1978, 1979a, 1979b; Frederickson and Edmonds,

1979; Fullan, 1982; Lezotte and Passalacqua,

1978;

Studies generally

Lipham, 1981; Weber, 1971).

concluded that the leadership of the principal is a key
1

element in bringing about increased school achievement,

particularly as reflected in improved scores on
standardized tests and indicated strong relationships

between levels of achievement and selected patterns of

principal behaviors (Andrews and Soder, 1987; Andrews,

Soder, and Jacoby, 1986; Behling and Champion, 1984;
Cotton and Savard, 1980; Edmonds, 1981; Fairman and

Clark, 1985; Gross and Herriott, 1965; Hall, G., 1987;

Lipham, 1981; Smith and Andrews, 1989;).

As a result,

the principal has emerged as the person who must
provide the leadership necessary for the improvement of

the school's instructional program and is believed by
many to be the most important element leading to
excellence in schools (McCurdy, 1983).

"As the

effective schools literature of the 1970s and 1980s

clearly establishes, the principal is the school's

single most important figure" (National Association of
Elementary School Principals (NAESP), 1990, P- 12) .
Reviews of previous literature as well as recent

studies designed to determine the impact of the
principal on student achievement have confirmed the

importance of the principal's role (Batsis, 1987,
Behling and Champion, 1984; DeBevoise, 1984; Dwyer,

1984; Fairman and Clark, 1985; Smith and Andrews,
2
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1989).

The National Association of Elementary School

Principals (1990) reported that the importance of the

principal's leadership role has been consistently
demonstrated in recent research on effective schools.

This research has revived the old maxim :
principal:

effective

effective school (Dwyer, Barnett, & Lee,

1987).
While there appears to be little doubt regarding

the importance of the principal's role in the

instructional program of the school, there is some

question as to the manner, and in which areas, the

principal may most effectively influence the school's
instructional program.

The effective schools

literature has documented five factors which have come

to be known as the effective school correlates:

strong

principal leadership (Dwyer, 1984; Edmonds, 1979a,
1979b; Hallinger, 1981; Weber, 1971), high expectations

for students and staff (Weber, 1971), basic skills

achievement (Edmonds, 1979a, 1979b), supportive school
climate (Brookover and Lesotte, 1979; Weber, 1971), and
frequent monitoring of student progress (Edmonds,
These correlates have been

1979a. 1979b; Weber, 1971).

supported in the literature and are viewed as essential
characteristics of effective schools.
3

Studies

reporting the relationship between principals
exhibiting these behaviors and higher achieving schools

(Brookover and Lezotte, 1979; Phi Delta Kappa, 1980)
have led to the acceptance of these behaviors as

essential characteristics of effective instructional
leaders (Batsis, 1987; Behling and Champion, 1984;

DeBevoise, 1984; Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan and Lee, 1982;

Cotton and Savard, 1980; Hallinger and Murphy, 1986a;
McCurdy, 1983, Smith and Andrews, 1989).

In spite of the recognition of shared
characteristics of effective instructional leaders, the
literature has not established the context in which a

principal may most effectively influence the
instructional program of the school.

Researchers have

offered various theories to explain what instructional

leaders do, how they behave, what attributes they
possess, and how varying situations affect styles of

leadership (Andrews, 1985; Bossert, et al, 1982;
Cawelti, 1984; Dwyer, 1984; Edmonds, 1982; Goodlad,

1984; Hallinger and Murphy, 1985a, 1986a, 1986b;
McCormack-Larkin, 1985; Leithwood and Montgomery, 1982;

Lipham, 1981; Purkey and Smith,
1980; Wilson, 1982).

4

1982; Roe and Drake,

I

A study of 27 principals by Leithwood, Ross,

Montgomery and Maynes (1978) revealed four discrete
types of principal leadership:

administrative leaders,

interpersonal leaders, formal leaders, and eclectic

leaders.

In a study of 60 schools, Thomas (1978)

identified three patterns, or classifications, of

principal behavior:
facilitator.

director, administrator, and

Bossert, et al, (1982) stated that the

principal's instructional management behavior affects
two basic features of the school's social organization-

climate and instructional organization.

Within these

contexts various social relationships are formed which
shape teachers' behaviors and students' learning

experiences.

Hallinger, Murphy, Weil, Mesa, and Mitman

(1983) identified three general dimensions of
instructional management through which principals

influence teacher behavior and instruction.

They

argued that these principal behaviors tightly couple

the school's goals and instruction and improve
coordination among teachers, thereby improving student
achievement.
Three types of within-school linkages through

which the principal may influence teacher behavior and
instructional practices have been identified as
5
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cultural, structural and interpersonal (Wilson and
Corbett, 1983).

Cultural linkages refer to

organizational mechanisms such as shared goals, which
create or coordinate similar behavior patterns among

organizational members.

Structural linkages are

bureaucratic linkages and mechanisms through which
principals can translate their intent to control

members' behavior.

Interpersonal linkages occur when

teachers are able to discuss their work or to observe

others in their work roles thereby promoting greater
knowledge of instructional strategies and increasing
the degree of interrelatedness among staff.

Hallinger and Murphy (1986a) conceptualized
instructional leadership as a two-dimensional construct
comprised of leadership functions and leadership

processes.

Leadership functions are those areas

related to the effective school correlates.
Leadership processes include communication, decision

making, conflict management, group process, change
process and environmental interaction.

They maintained

that “exclusive focus on leadership functions--what the

instructional leader must do—is incomplete.
Leadership must also encompass the dimensions of

6
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leadership processes—how the principal works with

staff to implement change” (p. 1).

The leadership processes described by Hallinger
and Murphy (1986a) are closely related to a framework

of organizational characteristics developed by Rensis
Likert (1961, 1967).

Likert's original model included

eight primary factors—leadership, motivation,

communication, interaction-influence, decision making,
goal setting, control, and performance goals and

training.

These factors have been expanded into 17

indexes which are grouped into four variables—climate,

leadership, intervening, and end-result.

These

organizational characteristics are used to indicate
types of organizations according to the character of
superordinate-subordinate relationships.

The

organizational types, or managerial systems, fall into
four categories:

System 1-Exploitive authoritative,

characterized by top-down management;

System 2-

Benevolent authoritative, more humane than system 1,
but still controlled at the top; System 3-Consultative,

characterized by more two-way communication: and System
4-Participative, characterized by open communication
and trusting relationships (Likert, 1967).

7

Likert was the unequivocal advocate of System 4 as

the system to be used by managers regardless of

organizational function or setting (Burke, 1982).

This

belief was based on extensive research of some 20,000
managers and more than 200,000 non-supervisory
employees in which high levels of effectiveness have

been associated with System 4 management.

The

effectiveness of this system is supported not only by

Likert's research (1961, 1967) but also by that of
Burke (1977), Donnell and Hall (1980), Drucker (1971),

Hall (1976), Ouchi (1981), and Spence and Helmreich
(1978).

In addition, the Japanese management approach

(Ouchi, 1981), as well as business and industry in the
United States including Citicorp Management Development

Program (Burke, 1982), International Business Machines,
Proctor and Gamble, Johnson and Johnson, and General

Motors (Ouchi, 1982) supports the effectiveness of the
participative management system.

Research studies of schools using a Likert
instrument have been consistent with those found in
industrial settings. Schools or school systems closer

to System 4 in their administrative style have higher

educational achievement scores (Gibson, 1973; Linzy,
1990; Herzog, 1990); increased teacher motivation,

8

attitude, and Job satisfaction (Byrnes, 1973; McCarthy,

1990) ; improved teacher sense of self-fulfillment and
need satisfaction (Wagstaff, 1969; Smallridge, 1972);

and better communication in all directions within the

schoo1 (Lepkowski, 1970).
Gleenblatt, Cooper and Muth (1983) correlated

management systems of schools with teacher

effectiveness and found schools with highest scores to
be more participative in style.

These schools stressed

cooperative teamwork, group decision making, and twoway communication.

They were characterized by high

goal determination at all levels, high goal commitment

by all, and group methods of supervision.

Hoy and Forsyth (1986) stated that "a more
participative system is most consistent with the
atmosphere needed for .

. improvement” (p. 175) .

The

National Association of Elementary School Principals

(1990) clearly supported participative leadership in

schools in the statement:

What has become increasingly evident over the past
decade is that although effective leadership can
take many forms, it is the participatory

leadership styles (focusing on persuasion,
bargaining, and compromise) that are most

9
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conducive to creating an effective elementary and

middle school (p. 27).
Clearly, the effective schools research has
identified the principal as the person primarily

responsible for excellence in schools and has indicated
that principal leadership is the key to student

academic achievement.

Significance of the Study
The literature related to school effectiveness

clearly indicates that the principal's role is crucial
to student academic achievement.

While this

relationship cannot be said to be causal, data
regarding the relationship may be very instructive.
Should this study identify a particular type of
management system in schools where students have

improving levels of academic achievement, educators who
prepare and employ school principals could use this
information to improve schools through preparation
programs, administrator selection, and continuing

education.
The National Association of Elementary School

Principals (1990) has stated that principal preparation

should move beyond generic preparation to address more

10

specific identified needs and applications.

Management

systems associated with improving levels of academic

achievement of students should provide a primary focus
for principal preservice training programs.

Additionally, school districts should revise
selection criteria to include those leadership
behaviors which are linked to student achievement.

McCurdy (1983) contended that the selection process is
probably the most important step in obtaining capable

principals and stated that the selection of the right

person eliminates the effort of improving performance
and the ill effects resulting from inadequate

leadership.
Districts would need to examine their continuing

education programs to ensure that the desired principal
behaviors are refined and reinforced.

McCurdy (1983)

stated a need for an effective delivery system to
convey the new knowledge and practices that contribute
to effective schools and the principal's role in that

process.
Many of the effective schools studies have been

conducted in urban areas (Rowan, Bossert & Dwyer,

Hallinger and Murphy, 1986).

This study will add to

the research base by including rural schools in
11

1983;

describing and comparing management systems as

perceived by teachers in improving and declining
schools.

Statement of the Problem and Objectives

This study described and compared management
systems, and their component variables, as perceived by
teachers in 58 identified West Virginia public schools
as measured by the Profile of a School (POS) in two
groups of schools defined as either improving or

declining as measured by the Comprehensive Test of
Basic Skills, McGraw-Hill, Form U (CTBS).
The following objectives were developed to guide
the study:
1.

To determine differences in management systems

in improving and declining schools.

2.

To determine differences in climate in

improving and declining schools.
3.

To determine differences in leadership in

improving and declining schools.

4.

To determine differences in intervening

variables in improving and declining schools.
5.

To determine differences in end result

variables in improving and declining schools.

12

Hypotheses
The following hypotheses were based upon the

literature and objectives of this study.

1.

There will be no significant difference in

management systems between schools identified as
improving and those identified as declining.
2.

There will be no significant difference in

climate between schools identified as improving and

those identified as declining.
3.

There will be no significant difference in

leadership between schools identified as improving and

those identified as declining.
4.

There will be no significant difference in

intervening variables between schools identified as

improving and those identified as declining.
5.

There will be no significant difference in end

result variables between schools identified as
improving and those identified as declining.
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Definitions of Terms

The following definitions have been formulated:

Improving schools are 25 identified public schools
in West Virginia which have a student enrollment
greater than one hundred (100) and have shown an

increase of twenty (20) or more percentile points on
CTBS Basic Skills between third graders tested in 1988
and sixth graders tested in 1991.

Declining schools are 33 identified public schools
in West Virginia which have a student enrollment

greater than one hundred (100) and have shown a
decrease of twenty (20) or more percentile points on

CTBS Basic Skills between third graders tested in 1988
and sixth graders tested in 1991.
Prineipal is a certified professional employed by

a West Virginia public school system as the chief
administrator of a selected school.

Teacher is a certified professional employed by a

West Virginia public school system as a classroom

teacher in kindergarten through sixth grade in
identified schools.

Management system is the total score of teachers'

responses on the 47-item Profile of a School.

14

Exploitive authoritative is the score of teachers'
responses on the 47-item Profile of a School within the

range of 1.00-1.99 placing the school's management
system as System 1.

Benevolent authoritative is the score of teachers'
responses on the 47-item Profile of a School within the

range of 2.00-2.99 placing the school's management

system as System 2.

Consultative is the score of teachers' responses
on the 47-item Profile of a School within the range of
3.00-3.99 placing the school's management system as

System 3.
Particjpative is the score of teachers' responses

on the 47-item Profile of a School within the range of
4.00-5.00 placing the school's management system as
System 4.

Climate is the score of teachers' responses on the
Profile of a School variable including decision making,

communication, goal commitment, coordination, and
influence.

Leadership is the score of teachers' responses on
the Profile of a School variable including support,

team building, work facilitation, goal emphasis,
encouragement of participation, and job performance.

15

Intervening variables is the score of teachers'
responses on the Profile of a School variable including

trust in administrator, openness with administrator,

peer relationships, and conflict resolution.
End result variables is the score of teachers'
responses on the Profile of a School variable including

educational excellence and job satisfaction.

Limitations of the Study
The generalizability of this study will be

restricted by certain limitations.

The study was

limited to teachers' perceptions of the management
systems of their schools.

Perceptions by principals,

other administrators, students and parents were not

addressed.
The study population included K-6 teachers in 58

identified public schools in West Virginia containing
both third and sixth grade classrooms during the years

1988 through 1991.

Identified schools included grade

configurations K-6, K-7, K-8, 1-6, and 1-8.

This

condition may limit the generalizability of the

findings to schools having other grade configurations.
Survey responses were limited to the knowledge and

perceptions of the respondents at the time the
16

responses were given.

The findings are also limited by

the reliability and validity of the selected
instrument.

Additionally, the study does not control

for the possible influence of all variables which may
influence school outcomes.

17

Chapter 2

Review of the Literature

A review of the literature clearly indicates the
key role of the principal in school achievement.

The

effective schools research has identified the principal
as the person primarily responsible for providing the

leadership necessary to bring about school reform and
improvement.

The literature also supports the concept

that the kind of leadership provided by the principal

is critical to organizational success.

For the

purposes of this study, the following literature review
is organized into three sections:

schools research,

(1) the effective

(2) leadership theory, and (3)

principal leadership.

Effective Schools Research
During the 1960s and 70s, educational research

focused primarily upon possible relationships between

school inputs such as expenditures, school personnel,
teacher education, teacher experience, teacher

salaries, class size, facilities, grade arrangement and
student achievement.

Many of these studies found

achievement to be a function of family background

18

rather than the conditions of the educational process.
(Coleman, et al. , 1966;

Jencks et al., 1972; Murname,

1980).
During this period several researchers concluded

that the most significant factor related to student
achievement in school was the socioeconomic status of

the learner and that conditions within the school had
little influence on the outcome of schooling for

students (Coleman et al., 1966; Jencks, et al., 1972;

Hosteller & Moynihan, 1972). The most prominent of
these studies was the Coleman Report which concluded

that “schools bring little influence to bear on a

child's achievement that is independent of his
background and general social context” (p. 325).

This

report, completed at the request of the Office of

Education, was initiated to document willful
discrimination in education and to serve as a basis for
policy.
While Coleman (1966) was not saying that schools
do not make a difference (Austin, 1979), the effect of

the report was to create confusion and controversy

within the educational community.

Additionally, the

findings of the Coleman Report were supported by the
results of other evaluations of the Elementary and

19

Secondary Education Act including Evans (1969), General
Electric (TEMPO, 1968), Ginsberg (1970), Kirst (1967),
and Scientific Educational Systems (1970).

The

culminating result of these reports was a serious
indictment of the inefficiency of the American

education system.
As a result of the controversy surrounding these
reports , researchers began to focus upon process

outcome relationships in evaluating school
effectiveness .

While they accepted that many programs

had not met expectations, they were interested in
identifying those schools that had met their goals.
This body of research, known as the effective schools

research, quickly gained support in the effort to

improve America's schools.

Weber (1971) was the first researcher to test the

hypothesis that schools can make a difference.

He

studied four successful inner-city schools and

identified the school as the determinant of success in
third-grade students' reading achievement.

Weber

(1971) concluded that strong leadership, high

expectations, an orderly climate, and an emphasis on
reading, particularly in the primary grades, were

evident in these successful schools.

20

A study by the state of New York (1974) attempted
to identify differences responsible for reading

achievement variation between two Manhattan elementary
The two schools, one high achieving and one

schools.

low achieving, were matched on socioeconomic status

(SES) variables.

The study concluded that differences

in student achievement appeared to be attributable to
factors under the school's control and identified the

following elements:

1.

Positive principal/teacher interaction.

2.

Frequent classroom observations.

3.

School practices for reading instruction.

4.

An atmosphere conducive to learning.

5.

Open communication with parents and the

community (State of New York, 1974).
A study conducted by the Maryland State Department

of Education (“Process Evaluation, ” 197B) sought to
determine distinguishing characteristics of 30 outlier
schools, that is schools outside the average

statistical band.

Of these schools, eighteen were

designated as high achieving and twelve as low

achieving.

One of the major differences reported in

the study was the impact of the principal.

21

Edmonds and Fredericksen (1978) concluded that

schools and school leadership make a difference in the

education of children.

They determined that there are

characteristics of effective schools which are
primarily the result of principal leadership.
In 1979 Edmonds conducted a school improvement
project in New York City and identified five factors

associated with school effectiveness.

administrative style,

They were:

(2) school climate,

wide emphasis on basic skills,

(1)

(3) school

(4) teacher

expectations, and (5) continuous assessment of pupil

progress.
Investigations by Brookover and Schneider (1975)

and Brookover and Lezotte (1977) indicated that there

were marked differences in leadership in effective and
ineffective schools.

They found leaders in effective

schools to be more assertive, more likely to assume
responsibility, more effective disciplinarians, and

more likely to emphasize instruction and student
achievement.

As a result of these and other studies of school
effectiveness , factors associated with school

effectiveness have been documented and have come to be
known as the effective school correlates:

22

1.

Strong principal leadership (Hallinger, 1981;

Dwyer, 1984; Edmonds, 1979).
2.

High expectations for students and staff

(Weber, 1971) .
3.

Basic skills achievement (Edmonds, 1979a,

1079b).
4.

Supportive school climate (Brookover and

Lezotte, 1979; Weber, 1971).
5.

Frequent monitoring of student progress

(Edmonds, 1979a, 1979b; Weber, 1971).

The effective schools research clearly identified
the leadership of the principal as a critical element

in school success (Brookover and Lezotte, 1979; Clark,
Lotto and McCarthy, 1980; Edmonds, 1978, 1979a, 1979b;

Frederickson and Edmonds, 1979; Fullan, 1982; Lezotte
and Passalacqua, 1978; Lipham, 1981; Weber, 1971).

Edmonds (1979a) described administrative leadership as

"the most tangible and indispensable characteristic of

effective schools.

.

.without which the disparate

elements of good schooling can be neither brought
together nor kept together" (P. 32).
It is important to note that the studies which

identified the principal as the key component in

quality schools were not designed to study the
23

principalship but to determine the extent to which

schools could successfully effect improved levels of

student achievement.

The discoveries of the importance

of the principal's role were both "unanimous and

serendipitous, thus adding to their credibility"
(Principals for 21st Century Schools, p. 12).

Later

research devoted specifically to the role of principal
leadership and its relationship to student achievement

will be discussed in the third section of this review.

Leadership Theory
Although leadership has been studied by behavioral
scientists for decades, it continues to be somewhat of

a mystery (Bass, 1982).

There is a lack of consensus

on exactly what leadership is and how it should be

analyzed.

Definitions of leadership are numerous.

Bennis (1984, Bennis and Nanus, 1985) noted that there

are more than 350 definitions of leadership recorded in
the literature.

These definitions include Bennis and

Nanus' (1985) suggestion that strong leaders are able
to involve everyone in pursuing a shared mission, and

Thomson's more common definition, "getting the job done
through people" (AASA, 1983, P. 19) .

A more specific

definition is provided by Fleishman (1973):
24

"Leadership is an attempt at influencing the activities
of followers to willingly cooperate through the

communication process toward the attainment of some

goal or goals" (p. 3).
Prior to World War II, and to some extent into the

1950s, leadership research was based on the assumption

that a leader's skill could be explained by the

identification of psychological or physiological
traits.

This approach, based on the belief that

individual traits of effective leaders could be

isolated, was designed to identify intellectual,

emotional, physical, and other personal traits of
successful leaders.

This research was supported to a

great extent by the concepts of scientific management

(Stogdill,

1974).

The results of this research were largely
inconclusive.

Reviews of this literature by Jenkins

(1947), Stogdill (1948), and Gouldner (1950) revealed
the futility of this effort and concluded there was no

reliable evidence to support the existence of universal
leadership traits.

Traits identified as critical in

one study were contradicted in another.

In addition,

the studies seldom listed the traits in any order of
importance and did not differentiate between traits

25

associated with achieving leadership and maintaining
leadership (Gouldner, 1950). In spite of the weaknesses

of the trait theory research, it had some value as
expressed by Stogdill (1948):

“The view that.

no

personal characteristics are predictive of leadership.
seems to overemphasize the situational and

underemphasize the personal nature of leadership” (p.
72) .
In the late 1940s, researchers began to study the

idea that behavior determines a person's leadership

effectiveness.

These researchers examined leader

behaviors and their impact on the performance and

satisfaction of followers.

This was especially true

for researchers of the Bureau of Business Research at
Ohio State University and the Institute for Social
Research of the University of Michigan.

Using

observational and questionnaire techniques, they began

to focus on leader behavior, not on personal traits.

The center of attention was how leaders acted.

This

body of research produced the stability of two primary

dimensions of leadership, called by various names:
group task roles and group-building and maintenance

roles (Benne and Sheets, 1948);
and consideration (Halpin,

initiation of structure

1966; Stogdill, 1974); task
26

and socioemotional leadership (Bales, 1950); and

nomothetic and idiographic (Getzels and Guba, 1957).

The studies which began in the mid-1940s by the
Bureau of Business Research at Ohio State University

are some of the best known leadership research studies.

This research effort resulted in the development of a
two-factor theory of leadership.

Two factors were

isolated, referred to as initiating structure and

consideration (Halpin and Winer, 1952; Hemphill &
Coons, 1950; Stogdill, 1963; Stogdill & Coons, 1957).

Initiating structure was defined as that behavior of
the leader which organizes and defines the

relationships in the group, establishing defined

patterns of organization, channels of communication and

methods of procedure.

Consideration was defined as

that behavior which indicates friendship, trust,
warmth, and respect in the relationship between the

leader and the work group (Halpin, 1966).
Concurrent with the Ohio State studies, the

Institute for Social Research of the University of

Michigan, directed by Rensis Likert, conducted a series
of studies on leadership behavior. A large-scale

program of research was begun in 1947. Investigations

were conducted in a variety of settings including
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business and industrial organizations, hospitals,

governmental agencies and public utilities (Likert,

1961, 1967).

The general purpose of these studies was

to identify groups of leader characteristics closely

related to each other and to effectiveness criteria.

Areas studied included job satisfaction, turnover,
absenteeism, productivity and efficiency.

The research complimented the studies done at Ohio
State in that two distinct styles of leadership were

identified--production-oriented and employee-centered
(Katz, Maccoby and Morse, 1950).

Production-oriented

leaders were primarily concerned with the mission or
task to be completed.

Employee-centered leaders

delegated decision making and attempted to satisfy
employee needs by creating a supportive work
environment.

The research conducted by the Institute

for Social Research of the University of Michigan also

discovered that leaders with the best records of

performance focused their attention on the human
aspects of the work group (Kahn, 1956; Katz and Kahn,

1951, 1952; Katz, et al, 1950).

Vroom (1976)

summarized three generalizations from the studies

conducted by the Michigan group:
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1.

More effective leaders tend to have

relationships with their subordinates that are

supportive and enhance the followers' sense of self-

esteem.
2.

More effective leaders use group rather than

person-to-person methods of supervision and decision

making.
3.

More effective leaders tend to set higher

performance goals (p. 1532).

In spite of the consistencies of the behavioral
approaches in describing two dimensions of leadership

behavior, many researchers looked for a greater linkage
between leadership and effectiveness indicators such as
achievement and satisfaction
Donnelly, Jr., 1988).

(Gibson, Ivancevish and

As a result, a contemporary

theory of leadership has emerged which is referred to

as the contingency approach.
Contingency theories maintain that leadership
effectiveness depends on the fit between personality

characteristics and behavior of the leader and
situational variables such as task structure, position

power, and subordinate skills and attitudes (Fleishman,
1973).

Contingency theorists believe there is no one

best style of leadership.

They attempt to predict
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which types of leaders will be effective in different
types of situations.

One of the most well known

contingency theories is Fiedler's Contingency Model.

Fiedler's theory departed from earlier thinking in
that the leadership situation is viewed as an arena in

which the leader seeks to satisfy personal needs as

well as accomplish the goals of the organization
(Fiedler and Chemers, 1974).

The basic principles of

Fiedler's model are:

1.

Leadership style is determined by the

motivational system of the leader.
2.

Group effectiveness is a joint function of the

leader's style and the situation's favorableness

(Fiedler, 1967,

1972; Fiedler and Chemers, 1974).

Fiedler's Contingency Model (1967) has two major
components—leadership style and situation.

Fiedler

(1967) distinguished between the terms leadership

behavior and leadership style.

Leadership behavior

denoted specific acts of a leader in directing and
coordinating the work of the group.

Leadership style

referred to the need structure of the leader and was

viewed as a personality characteristic.

Fiedler viewed

this distinction as critical in that while leadership
behaviors of an individual might change from situation
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to situation, the need-structure of the individual

remained the same.

The second major component of the model—
situation—was identified as three major factors that

determine the favorableness of the group situation:

position power of the leader, task structure, and the
leader-member relations (Fiedler, 1967).

Data

indicated that the quality of leader-member relations
is the most important factor in determining the
leader's influence over the group (Fiedler, 1967).

According to Fiedler (1967) leader effectiveness
is the extent to which the group accomplishes its
primary task.

While turnover rate, Job satisfaction,

morale and personal adjustment may contribute to group

performance, they are not criteria of performance.

In

all of Fiedler's (1967) studies, leader effectiveness

was determined by the degree to which the task was
achieved.

Recent leadership literature is characterized by
opposing views between normative theorists, claiming

one beet way, and the situational or contingency
theorists, claiming that leadership is dependent on

many factors (Burke,1982).

The former theory is best
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represented by Blake and Mouton (1978) and the latter
by Hersey and Blanchard (1977).
The leadership conceptualization of Blake and

Mouton (1978) expanded the theoretical framework of
both the Ohio State and Michigan studies.

In their

Managerial Grid they graphed two dimensions of

leadership along nine-point scales and described leader

behavior in terms of the eighty-one various
combinations. The two basic dimensions—concern for
production and concern for people—addressed many of

the same issues as the Ohio State and Michigan studies.

Concern for production denotes a concern for those
tasks the organization wants accomplished.

Concern for

people refers primarily to interpersonal relations in

which the self-esteem and personal worth of the
individual are stressed.
While it is possible to map 81 leadership styles,

Blake and Mouton tended to confine their analysis to
the corners and midpoint of the Grid. Even though many

combinations of leadership may be derived from the

Grid, Blake and Mouton (1978, 1985) clearly indicated
that the integrated style of leadership, high in both
dimensions and graphed as 9,9, was the ideal.
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The 9,9 style, team management, is characterized
by a high concern for both task accomplishment and

people.

This style emphasizes the involvement of

participants in the planning and execution of work.

Teamwork, participation, involvement and group decision

making are basic to this style of leadership.
The Situational Theory of Hersey and Blanchard

(1977, 1982) attempted to help leaders diagnose the
leadership situation and to develop strategies to adapt
their behavior to meet the demands of the situation.

The basic assumption of the theory is that leader

effectiveness depends on the appropriate matching of
leader behavior with the maturity of the group or

individual.

Maturity is defined as the capacity to set

high but attainable goals, the willingness and ability
to take responsibility, and the experience of an

individual or group (Hersey and Blanchard, 1982).

The

maturity of individuals and the group determines the

appropriate leader behavior.

Effectiveness is promoted

by matching leader behavior with the appropriate

situation.

Leadership behavior changes with the

maturity of the group.

Although Situational Theory provided information
of value to the leader in terms of leader-follower
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behavior, it was designed primarily as a tool for
management training.

There has been little systematic,

empirical research which tests the theory (Hoy and
Miskel, 1987) .
There is, however, mounting evidence to support

the position of "one best way" as postulated by Likert

(1961, 1967) and later by Blake and Mouton (1978,

1985).

Based on the studies conducted by researchers

associated with the University of Michigan (Kahn, 1956;
Katz and Kahn, 1951, 1952; Katz, et al, 1950; Seashore,

1954), Likert developed a comprehensive scheme for

identifying the managerial systems of organizations in

terms of a set of operating characteristics.

Likert

based his theory on social science research which
revealed that managers achieving better performance
differed in leadership principles and practices from

those achieving poor performance.

"The variation

reflects important differences in basic assumptions
about ways of managing people" (Likert, 1961, P. 3) .

Likert's (1961, 1967) original framework included
eight major organizational characteristics:

leadership

processes, motivational forces, communication process,
interaction-influence process, decision-making process,

goal setting, control processes and performance goals
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and training.

These major characteristics were used to

map the profiles of organizations and formed the

framework for defining and measuring four managerial
systems according to the character of their

superordinate-subordinate relationships.

The

organizational types, or managerial systems, fall into
System 1-Exploitive authoritative;

four categories:

System 2-Benevolent authoritative; System 3-

Consultative; and System 4-Participative (Likert, 1961,
PP. 223-233; 1967, PP- 197-210).

System 1 is characterized by top-down management.
Communication is one-way, starting from the top, and
control is tight and concentrated at the top.

is less punitive.

System 2

People are treated more humanely,

but the organization is still controlled at the top.
System 3 is characterized by more two-way
communication .

Managers consult with subordinates but

reserve the right to make the final decisions.

In a

System 4 organization, leadership is participative,
communication is always open and two-way, and influence
and interpersonal relations are cooperative and
trusting.

Decisions are frequently made in groups and

by consensus, goals are established by the group, and

control is highly decentralized (Likert, 1961, 1967).
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Likert unequivocally advocated System 4 management as
the approach to be taken regardless of organizational
type (Burke, 1982).

More recent literature in the areas of leadership
and management has supported Likert's contention.

In

1976, Hall studied leadership effectiveness or success
by analyzing data from more than 11,000 male managers.

Hall defined effectiveness or success as achievement
within the organization and determined a managerial

achievement quotient (MAQ) for each manager.

The

quotient was determined by one's age and the level or

rank in the organization.

The research indicated that

managers with high MAQs, compared with those with
moderate or low MAQs, were more competent

interpersonally, involved their subordinates more in

decision making and problem solving, and used a
participative style of management, as rated by
themselves and their subordinates.
A 1980 study by Donnell and Hall, which replicated

Hall's 1976 research, compared approximately 1,000
female managers with a comparable group of males.
results were essentially the same:

The

high achieving

females who had high MAQs behaved in the same manner as
high achieving males who had high MAQs.
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The Management Development Program conducted by

Citicorp also supported the theory of participative
management.

This program, developed specifically for

Citicorp managers, was designed on a set of twenty-two
managerial practices determined to be representative of
the corporation's best managers.

Most of these twenty-

two practices matched the principles of participative

management (Burke, 1982).
A third leadership development which has supported

participative management is the Japanese management

approach (Ouchi, 1981; Ouchi and Price, 1978; Ouchi and
Jaegar, 1978).

Although there are many reasons for the

success of Japanese management, one characteristic that

stands out is the consistently participative manner in
which the Japanese manage (Ouchi, 1981).

In spite of

cultural differences, the benefits of involvement and

participative management may be universal (Hatvany and

Pucik, 1981) .

Principal Le.adershiP

The effective schools research clearly

demonstrated the importance of the principal in the
effective instructional program of the school.

The

research of the 1970s and 1980s which showed schools
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can teach all children successfully also discovered
that the leadership of the principal is the key to that

success (Brookover and Lezotte, 1979; Clark, Lotto and

McCarthy, 1980; Edmonds, 1978, 1979a, 1979b;
Frederickson and Edmonds, 1979; Fullan, 1982; Lezotte

and Passalacqua, 1978; Lipham, 1981; Weber, 1971).
Studies generally concluded that the principal's role

is a key factor in bringing about better school

achievement, particularly as reflected in better scores

on standardized tests, and indicated strong
relationships between levels of achievement and

selected patterns of principal behaviors (Andrews and

Soder, 1987a, 1987b; Andrews, et al, 1986; Behling and
Champion,

1984; Cotton and Savard, 1980; Fairman and

Clark, 1985; Hall, G., 1987; Lipham, 1981; Smith and
Andrews, 1989;).

As a result, the principal has

emerged as the person who must play a significant role
in the improvement of the school's instructional

program and is believed by many to hold one of the most
important keys to excellence in schools (McCurdy,
1983).

Later reviews of the literature as well as

recent studies designed to determine the impact of
principal behaviors on student achievement have

confirmed this belief (Batsis, 1987; Behling and
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Champion, 1984; DeBevoise, 1984; Dwyer, 1984; Fairman
and Clark, 1985; National Association of Elementary
School Principals, 1990; Smith and Andrews, 1989).

In Principals for 21st Century Schools (1990) the

National Association of Elementary School Principals

reported that the importance of the principal's
leadership role has been consistently demonstrated in

recent research on effective schools.

This research

has revived the old maxim, effective principal:
effective school (Dwyer, Barnett, & Lee, 1987).
McCurdy (1983) reported that in practically every
case where school success is attributed to the
principal, leadership is identified as the key trait

that comes through most prominently.

"While research

provides no consensus on a precise definition,

researchers almost uniformly mean a conscious effort to
improve the quality of teaching,

instruction, and the

school—with student achievement as the No. 1

objective" (p. 9).

DeBevoise (1984) concurred and

stated that "instructional leadership encompasses those
actions that a principal takes, or delegates to others,

to promote growth in student learning" (p. 16).
While there appears to be little doubt regarding

the importance of the principal's leadership role in
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the instructional program of the school, there is some

question as to the manner, and in which areas, the

principal may most effectively influence the school's
instructional program.

The effective schools

literature documented five factors which have come to

be known as the effective school correlates:

strong

principal leadership (Hallinger, 1981; Dwyer, 1984;
Edmonds, 1979a, 1979b), high expectations for students
and staff (Weber, 1971) , basic skills achievement

(Edmonds, 1979a, 1979b), supportive school climate
(Brookover, 1979, Weber, 1971), and frequent monitoring
of student progress (Edmonds, 1979a, 1979b; Weber,

1971) .

These correlates have been supported in the

literature and are viewed as essential characteristics
of effective schools.

Studies reporting the

relationship between principals exhibiting these
behaviors and higher achieving schools (Brookover and

Lezotte, 1979; Phi Delta Kappa, 1980) have led to the
acceptance of these behaviors as essential

characteristics of effective instructional leaders
(Batsis,

1987; Behling and Champion, 1984; DeBevoise,

1984; Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan and Lee, 1982; Cotton and

Savard, 1980; Hallinger and Murphy, 1986a; McCurdy,
1983; Smith and Andrews, 1989).
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In spite of the recognition of shared

characteristics of effective instructional leaders, the
literature has not established the context in which a

principal may most effectively influence the

instructional program of the school.

Researchers have

offered various theories to explain what instructional

leaders do, how they behave, what attributes they
possess, and how varying situations affect styles of

leadership (Andrews, 1985; Bossert, et al, 1982;
Cawelti, 1984; Dwyer, 1984; Edmonds, 1982; Goodlad,

1984; Hallinger and Murphy, 1985a; McCormack-Larkin,
1985; Leithwood and Montgomery, 1982; Lipham, 1981;

Purkey and Smith, 1982; Roe and Drake, 1980; Wilson,
1982).
Leithwood, Ross, Montgomery, and Maynes (1978)

studied 27 principals in relation to their influence on
the decisions made by teachers.

Four discrete types of

principal leadership were identified:

interpersonal, formal, and eclectic.

administrative,
Administrative

leaders were described as passive observers of the
curriculum process and were involved only in the event

of a problem.

Interpersonal leaders had direct

involvement in the curriculum process primarily through
interpersonal relationships with teachers.
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Their

1

interactions included observations with feedback and

planning.

In addition, these principals assisted

teachers in increasing their knowledge and skill.
Formal leaders relied on their legitimate authority to

influence teachers through the use of direct
instructions about curriculum decisions.

They were

specific about teaching objectives, materials used, and

evaluation procedures.

The eclectic leaders influenced

curriculum decisions through a variety of strategies

These

for supporting and directing teacher choice.

leaders involved teachers in decision making, arranged

organizational structures to accommodate priorities,
and established a work environment which encouraged

teacher experimentation and initiative.
Thomas (1978) studied principals from more than 60

schools which had alternative programs and focused on

the role of the school principal in managing the
diverse educational programs in their schools.

Three

patterns, or classifications, of principal behavior
were identified:

facilitator.

director, administrator, and

A principal whose behavior was labeled

director made all decisions in the school.

While

teachers in a school with this kind of principal had
some input into decisions affecting the classroom, the
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principal retained the final decision-making authority.

Principals exhibiting administrator behavior tended to
separate procedural decisions from substantive
decisions.

Teachers were given a great deal of

autonomy in their classrooms, but the principal tended
to make the decisions that affected the school as a
whole.

Principals exhibiting facilitator behavior

perceived their role as one of support whose primary
function was to assist teachers in the performance of

their duties.

These principals were more concerned

with process than procedure and were more likely to

involve teachers in the decision-making process.

Thomas (1978) concluded the leadership of the principal
appeared to be one of the most important factors in the
success or demise of an alternative program.
Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan and Lee (1982) examined the

relationship between principal leadership and the

organization.

Their framework postulated that a

principal's instructional management behavior affects

two features of the school's social organization—
instructional organization and climate.

It is within

these contexts that various social relationships are

formed which shape teachers' behavior and students'

learning experiences.
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Instructional organization was defined as the

manner in which the school and classroom organization
affected the learning experiences of children.
Instructional organizational factors affecting

classroom organization were found to be under the

control of the principal and included time, class size

and composition, and grouping.

In influencing the

classroom instructional program the "principal can play

an important management role by making decisions about
school-level factors that fundamentally shape classroom
instructional organization" (Bossert, et al, 1982, P-
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Climate was viewed as an integrating concept which

can be used to group a number of dimensions to be

considered by the principal in terms of establishing an
environment that supports the improvement of
instruction .

"The informal and normative elements of

a school's social organization, which the climate
concept attempts to address, seem to be factors that

can contribute to the improvement of student learning

outcomes" (Bossert, et al, 1982, P. 48) .

Decisions

and policies at the school level may influence a
general school climate conducive to improved student

44

learning as well as reinforcing teachers' efforts to

maintain such a climate at the classroom level.
Three general dimensions of instructional
management were identified by Hallinger and Murphy

(1983).

They contended that through these dimensions

of instructional management, principals influenced
teacher behavior and instruction.

The dimensions—

defining the school's mission, managing the

instructional program, and promoting a positive

learning environment—were divided into eleven specific
management behaviors by Hallinger and Murphy in 1985.

They argued that these behaviors tightly couple the
instructional program and improve student achievement

through increased coordination.
Wilson and Corbett (1983) identified three types
of within-school linkages through which the principal

can influence teacher behavior and instruction:
cultural, structural, and interpersonal.

Cultural

linkages refer to organizational mechanisms, such as

shared goals, which create or coordinate similar

behavior patterns among members by developing shared
definitions.

Structural linkages are bureaucratic and

refer to mechanisms through which principals translate
their intent to control members' behavior.
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These

mechanisms may be used directly through the exercise of
formal authority such as rules, or indirectly

by

limiting the discretion of members to perform their

tasks.

Interpersonal linkages occur when staff are

able to discuss their work or to observe others in
their work roles.

This linkage promotes knowledge of

instructional strategies and increases interrelatedness

among staff.
Hallinger and Murphy (1986a) conceptualized

instructional leadership as a two-dimensional construct

comprised of leadership functions and leadership

processes.

Based on the effective schools research,

leadership functions represent the substance of the

principal's instructional leadership role and include:
(1) framing and communicating school goals,

(2)

supervising and evaluating instruction, (3)
coordinating curriculum,

(4) developing high academic

standards and expectations,

(5)

monitoring student

progress,

(6) promoting the professional development of

teachers,

(7) protecting instructional time, and (8)

developing incentives for students and teachers.

While

Hallinger and Murphy supported the power of the
effective schools research to specify the core
responsibilities of principals which contribute to
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student learning, they argued that "exclusive focus on
leadership functions—what the instructional leader
must do—is incomplete.

Leadership .

. must also

encompass the dimension of leadership processes—how
the principal works with staff to implement change"
(p.

1) Leadership processes, then, include:

communication,
management,

(1)

(2) decision making, (3) conflict

(4) group process, (5) change process, and

(6) environmental interaction.

"It is through the

appropriate use of these leadership processes that
principals are able to ensure that the functions have
their intended power" (P. 3).

The ability of

principals to carry out the various functions of
instructional leadership is either limited or enhanced

by their ability to manage the process of change and
create a productive work environment.

The leadership processes described by Hallinger
and Murphy (1986a) are closely related to the framework

of organisational characteristics developed by Likert
(1961, 1967) and previously mentioned in this

literature review.

Although most of the initial

research was done in business organisations, Likert

(1961) clearly stated that the perspective is
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applicable to other kinds of organizations such as
public schools.

Research studies of schools using a Likert
instrument have been consistent with those found in
industrial settings. Gibson (1973) found that schools

whose principals were rated toward System 4 or the
participative end of the continuum had better

educational productivity than schools rated as other
systems.

Donlan (1979) studied the relationship of

management systems to school achievement scores.

While

a causal relationship was not determined, Donlan

concluded that the leadership and management of the

principal had a marked influence on the improvement of
student achievement in mathematics and reading.
In 1983, Greenblatt, Cooper and Muth studied

twenty elementary schools and correlated management

systems of schools with teacher effectiveness.

Based

on tests of scores from the Profile of a School (POS),

significant differences between groupings were
observed.

Schools with highest scores were more

participative, stressing cooperative teamwork rather
that competition, group rather than unilateral decision

making, and two-way rather than top-down communication.
These schools were also characterized by high goal
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commitment and group, not individual, methods of
supervision .

Schools with the lowest scores were more

authoritarian and resembled System 2.

Communication

was described by teachers as downward.

Orders were

issued by the leader and decisions were made at higher

Teamwork among teachers

levels of the organization.

was discouraged and competitive rewards, rather than

common concerns, seemed to be the motivator for

teachers.
Hoy and Forsyth (1986) stated that

a

participative system is most consistent with the

atmosphere needed for .

.improvement” (p. 175) .

The

National Association of Elementary School Principals
(1990) clearly supported participative leadership in

schools in the statement:
What has become increasingly evident over the past

decade is that although effective leadership can
take many forms, it is the participatory
leadership styles (focusing on persuasion,
bargaining, and compromise) that are most

conducive to creating an effective elementary and

middle school (p. 27).
While the debate over leadership continues,

mounting evidence has suggested that particular
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principal behaviors influence the learning of children.

Clearly, the effective schools research identified the
principal as the person primarily responsible for

excellence in schools and has indicated that principal
leadership behaviors are the key to student academic

achievement.
Summary

The educational community was shocked in 1966 by
the publication of the Coleman Report, which was

generally interpreted to mean that schools do not make

a difference in the education of children beyond those
factors which they bring to school.

As a reaction to

this report, research was begun which has come to be

known as the effective schools research.

This

research, primarily process-outcome in design,
attempted to define relationships in determining school

effectiveness.

A unanimous discovery of this research

was the key role played by the principal in the

academic achievement of children.

Additional research

specifically designed to study the role of the
principal in student achievement has confirmed the
earlier findings.

Leadership studies prior to World War II

concentrated on psychological, emotional and physical
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traits of leaders.

When this research proved

unsuccessful in determining leader effectiveness,
researchers turned to a behavioral approach.
Studies conducted by researchers from Ohio State
University and the University of Michigan dominated the

research literature of the 1950s and early 60s.

This

research led to the identification of two factors
associated with leader effectiveness—initiating

structure and consideration at Ohio State, employee
centered and production-oriented at the University of

Michigan.
Present leadership research is characterized by a
debate between normative theorists, who claim one best

way, and contingency theorists, who claim that

leadership depends on many factors (Burke, 1982).

While there is support for the contingency theories,

evidence tends to support one best way as defined by
Blake and Mouton (1978) and Likert (1961, 1967).

Educational research has shown leadership

behaviors of the principal to be critical to the

academic achievement of children.

Several researchers

have attempted to determine in what manner the
principal may most effectively influence the
educational program of the school.
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A construct
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presented by Hallinger and Murphy (1986) stressed the
importance of leadership processes as opposed to

leadership functions.

Their definition of leadership

processes closely resembled organizational

characteristics as proposed by Likert (1961, 1967).
The call for reform of the American education
system emphasizes the key role of the school principal.

Clearly, the leadership provided by the principal will

make the difference as to whether or not this effort is
successful.
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Chapter 3

Research Procedures

This chapter describes the study design,
population, survey instrument, and the procedures for

collecting and analyzing the data.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to describe and
compare the management systems, and their component

variables, as perceived by teachers in 58 identified
West Virginia public schools as measured by the Profile

of a Schoo1 (PCS) in two groups of schools defined as
either improving or declining as measured by the

Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, McGraw-Hill, Form U
(CTBS).

Specifically, this study was designed to

accomplish the following objectives:
1.

To determine if there were differences in

management systems in improving and declining schools.
2.

To determine if there were differences in

climate in improving and declining schools.
3.

To determine if there were differences in

leadership in improving and declining schools.
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4.

To determine if there were differences in

intervening variables in improving and declining

schools.
5.

To determine if there were differences in end

result variables in improving and declining schools.

Hypotheses
The following hypotheses were based upon the

literature and objectives of this study:

1.

There will be no significant difference in

management systems between schools identified as

improving and those identified as declining.
2.

There will be no significant difference in

climate between schools identified as improving and

those identified as declining.
3.

There will be no significant difference in

leadership between schools identified as improving and

those identified as declining.
4.

There will be no significant difference in

intervening variables between schools identified as

improving and those identified as declining.
5.

There will be no significant difference in end

result variables between schools identified as

improving achieving and those identified as declining.
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Study Design

The study design used the methodology of survey
research within the category of descriptive research.
Survey research determines the incidence, distribution
and interrelations of sociological and psychological

variables while descriptive research gathers evidence
in regard to an existing situation (Kerlinger, 1986).
These procedures have been developed primarily within

the social sciences and "have put a rigorous scientific

stamp on survey research" (Kerlinger, 1986, p. 377) .

Population

The data source for this study was a population of

609 public school teachers employed in kindergarten
through sixth grade in 58 identified West Virginia
public schools during the 1992-1993 academic year.

The

population was identified by the West Virginia

Department of Education for the 58 identified schools.
The identified schools were located in 22 West Virginia

counties.

All identified schools had both third and

sixth grade classes during the academic years 1987-88

through 1990-1991.

There were 254 teachers in

improving schools (number=25) and 355 teachers in

declining schools (number=33).
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The student enrollment
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of these schools ranged from 103 to 521.

Grade

configurations included K-6, K-7, K-8, 1-6, and 1-8.
The survey was a census, in that information was

collected from the entire population (N=609).

T n strumen ta t i on

This study utilized the Profile of a School (POS)
to collect data on teachers' perceptions of management

systems and their component variables.

The original

POS instrument consisted of several different forms

developed by Rensis and Jane Likert in 1967 as versions
of the Profile of Organizational Characteristics

The

POS instruments were revised in 1971-72 and again in

1977-78.

In 1986 the instruments were revised and

consolidated into its present form.

The POS is based on extensive research conducted
by Rensis Likert Associates, Inc., which found that the

“fundamental human variables determining the quality of

performance in school administration are essentially
the same as those found in business:

leadership,

decision making, problem solving, motivation,
communication , conflict management, interaction and the

structure through which interaction occurs" (Rensis
Likert Associates, Inc., n.d.).
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The POS is a technical

resource designed to diagnose the organization's
current situation and to record the actual human
behavior that occurs within the organization.

The

instrument focuses on current behavior and
organizational practices.

The POS contains 47 items which measure 17

indexes. Each index is measured by a number of
questions.

Based on an equal-interval scale of one to

five, the answers for index items are collapsed for an
average answer for each index.

The indexes are

combined to form the four variables measured by the
POS—climate, leadership,

end results.

intervening variables, and

An examination of any item or index

permits classification of the organizational behavior

of a school on a spectrum ranging from the least
effective to the most effective, i.e., from System 1 to

System 4.
The POS was derived from instruments developed for

measuring the human organizations of business and
industrial firms.

The instruments were based on more

than 250 studies involving more than 200,000 employees

and 20,000 managers (The Profile of a School:

A

Resource for Improving School Administration.

Rensis

Likert Associates, Inc., n.d.).
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The split-half
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reliability of the entire industrial questionnaire
usually is in the mid-nineties (Likert, 1967).

Earlier

editions of the POS had split-half reliabilities over

.90, usually about .95.

The current POS, a

consolidation of previous staff instruments, is
expected to have reliabilities at least this high

(Rensis Likert Associates, n.d.).

However, reliability

will vary depending upon the variance that exists in
the scores for that group.

The greater the variance in

scores for a group, the higher the split-half

reliability will be (Rensis Likert Associates, n. d. ) .

Construct validity of the POS has been established
through multiple use.

Comparable data is available

from approximately 50,000 respondents, representing

more than 100 school districts and more than 800

schools at all levels (Likert and Likert, 1980).

Procedures

This study used survey research procedures to
gather data regarding teachers' perceptions of

management systems in 58 West Virginia public schools

identified as either improving or declining.

The

questionnaire, with supplementary demographic

questions,

(Appendix C) was mailed to each member of
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the population (N=609) with a cover letter and a pre

The cover letter

addressed stamped return envelope.

explained the purpose of the study and urged the
teacher to respond (Appendix A).

Participants were

assured of strict anonymity in that the names of
individuals or schools would not appear in subsequent

analyses of the data.

A coding system was used to

identify nonrespondents for follow-up.
A daily chart of returns was maintained.

Follow-

up letters (Appendix B) and questionnaires were mailed
to nonrespondents after three weeks.

Analysis of the Data

The data were analyzed for identification and
comparison of management systems and their component

variables in schools identified as either improving or
declining.

Analysis of variance tested the hypotheses

while controlling for selected demographic factors
found to be relevant to the data.

In addition, post

hoc analysis(es) were applied where appropriate.

Snmil ary of the Chanter
The procedures and materials discussed in this
chapter were used to describe and compare management
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systems and their component variables as perceived by
teachers in 58 West Virginia public schools identified
as either improving or declining.

Data were collected

using a 47-item questionnaire with accompanying
demographic questions.

Statistical analyses were

applied to the data using the analysis of variance and
other appropriate post hoc statistical test(s).

60

r

Chapter 4
Presentation and Analysis of the Data

The purpose of this study was to describe and
compare the perceived management systems, and their
component variables, as perceived by teachers in

identified West Virginia public schools as measured by
the Profile of a School (PCS) in two groups of schools

defined as either improving or declining as measured by
the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS), McGraw—

Hill, Form U.

Chapter 4 is a presentation and analysis

of the data collected.

The results are organized and

reported for each of the five hypotheses which guided
the study.

The remainder of the chapter includes the

following sections:

(a) descriptive data,

(b)

statistical analysis of data, (c) major findings, (d)
ancillary findings and (e) summary of the chapter.

Descriptive Data
The population for this study consisted of public

school teachers employed in kindergarten through sixth
grade in 58 identified West Virginia public schools

during the 1992-1993 academic year.

Data were

collected during February and March, 1993.
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The

population consisted of 609 teachers identified by the
West Virginia Department of Education for 58 identified

schools having grade configurations of K-6, K-7, K-8,
1-6, and 1-8.

Survey research procedures were used,

and questionnaires were sent to the entire population.

Data received from the respondents changed the study
population in the following ways:

(a) three of the

identified schools had been consolidated prior to the

1992-1993 school year decreasing the number of schools
to 55, and (b) teachers from the consolidated schools

were eliminated from the identified study population

thus decreasing the total population to from 609 to 577
(improving n=234, declining n=343).

Survey instruments were received from 323 teachers

(56%).
schools.

No responses were received from teachers in two
Consequently, the analysis of data was

completed using data from 53 schools--22 improving and
31 declining.

Responses were received from 130

teachers (55.6%) in 22 schools identified as improving,

and 193 responses (56.3%) were received from 31 schools
identified as declining (see Table 1).
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Table 1

Returned Questionnaires by School Cluster

School Cluster

Number

Percent

Improving (22)

130

55.6

Declining (31)

193

56.3

Questionnaire items 48 through 54 asked
respondents to provide demographic information about
themselves, their principal and their school.

Fifty

seven (18%) study respondents were male while 265 (82%)

were female.

In improving schools 26 respondents (20%)

were male while 104 (80%) were female.

In declining

schools, 31 respondents (16%) were male, and 161 (84%)
were female with data missing from one respondent (see
Table 2).

Two hundred thirty eight respondents (74%)

reported they had taught in their present school for
six or more years.

In improving schools, 38

respondents (29%) reported they had been in their

present position 1-5 years; 36 (28%) 6-10 years; 41

(31.5%) 11-20 years; and 15 (11.5%) 21 years or more.
In declining schools, 47 respondents (24%) reported
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they had been in their present position 1-5 years; 40

(21%) 6-10 years; 70 (36%) 11-20 years; and 36 (19%) 21

years or more (see Table 2).
Table 2

Respondent Demographic Information

Respondent Category

Improving
(n=130)-%

Declining
(n=193)-%

Teacher Gender

A.

Male

B.

Female

C.

No Answer

26

20.0

31

16.0

104

80.0

161

84.0

1

Years Taught at Present School
A.

1-5 years

38

29.0

47

24.0

B.

6-10 Years

36

28.0

40

21.0

C.

11-20 Years

41

31.5

70

36.0

D.

21 Years or More

15

11.5

36

19.0

Thirty-three principals (62%) from the identified
schools were male while 20 principals (38%) were

female.

Eleven principals (50%) in improving schools

were male and 11 (50%) were female.

In declining

schools, 22 principals (71%) were male while nine (29%)
were female (see Table 3).
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Table 3

Demographic Information bv Principal

Response Item

Principal Gender
A. Male

B.

Female

Years Principal
A.
1-5

Improving (22)
Number-%

Declining (31)
Number-%

11

50.0

22

71.0

11

50.0

9

29.0

5

23.0

2

6.0

B.

6-10

2

6.0

C.

11-2

3

10.0

D.

21 or more

1

3.0

E.

Discrepant Data

23

74.0

17

77.0

Years Principal in present position
A.

1-5 Years

9

41.0

9

29.0

B.

6-10 Years

1

5.0

5

16.0

C.

11-20 Years

1

3.0

D.

21 or more

1

3.0

E.

Discrepant Data

Principal Academy
A.
Yes

B.

Discrepant Data

12

55.0

15

48.0

6

27.0

9

29.0

16

73.0

22

71.0

65

r

Teacher respondents from 13 schools (25%) were in

agreement as to the number of years the principal had
been a principal while respondents from 40 schools

(75%) did not have a common answer.

Teachers from five

improving schools (23%) reported that their principals
had 1-5 years experience as a principal.

The remainder

of the teacher responses were widely discrepant within

schools.

A common response was not identified.

Within

declining schools, the respondents from eight schools
(25.8%) marked identical answers.

Of those,

respondents from two declining schools (6%) reported

their principal had been a principal 1-5 years; two
(6%) 6-10 years; three (10%) 11-20 years; and one (3%)

21 years or more.

As in improving schools, the

remainder of responses was widely discrepant within
schools, and no common response was identified (see

Table 3).

Teacher respondents from 26 schools (49%) reported
a common response for the number of years the principal
had been in his/her present position while responses

from teachers in 27 schools (51%) were widely
discrepant within schools.

Teachers in nine improving

schools (41%) reported the principal had been in

his/her present position 1-5 years, while one (5%)
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reported 6-10 years.

There was no agreement among the

remainder of respondents from improving schools as to

the number of years the principal had been in the
school.

Teachers in 16 declining schools (52%) had a

common answer.

Of those, teachers in nine schools

(29%) reported the principal had been in his/her
position 1-5 years; five (16%) 6-10 years;
11-20 years; and one (3%) 21 years or more.

one (3%)

There was

no agreement among the remainder of respondents from
declining schools as to the number of years the

principal had been in the school (see Table 3).
Two hundred thirty six respondents (73%) reported

that their principal had attended the West Virginia

Principal's Academy while 87 teachers (27%) reported
that they did not know whether or not their principal

had attended.

Respondents from six improving schools

(27%) unanimously reported that their principal had
attended the Principal's Academy.

Responses from 16

improving schools (73%) were mixed with 41 teachers in
those schools responding "Do not know."

Respondents

from nine declining schools (29%) unanimously reported

that their principal had attended the Principal's
Academy, while responses from 22 declining schools

(71%) were mixed with 46 teachers in 19 schools
responding "Do not know" (see Table 3).
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Respondents from 36 schools (68%) unanimously

reported that their schools had developed a school
improvement plan during the last five years.

Responses from 17 schools (32%) were mixed with 13

Respondents

teachers (4%) responding "I don't know."

from 16 improving schools (73%) stated that their
school had a school improvement plan.

Responses from

six improving schools (27%) were mixed with teachers in

all six schools responding "I don't know."

Respondents

from 20 declining schools (65%) stated that their
school had a school improvement plan.

Responses from

11 declining schools (35%) were mixed with teachers in
seven schools (23%) responding "I don't know" (see

Table 4).

Table 4

Demographic Information bv School

Response Item

Improving (22)
(Number)-%

Declining (31)
(Number)-%

School Improvement Plan
A.

Yes

B.

Mixed Responses

16-73.0

20-65.0

6-27.0

11-35.0
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Statistical Analysis of Data
Data for this study were collected through the use
of the Profile of a School(POS)-

This instrument was

designed to collect data on teachers' perceptions of
management systems and their component variables and

focused on current behavior and organizational
practices.

The instrument contained 47 items which

measured 17 indexes.

Each index was measured by a

number of questions.

Based

on an equal-interval scale

of one to five, the answers for index items were

collapsed for an average answer for each index.

The

indexes were combined to form the four variables

measured by the POS—climate, leadership, intervening,
and end results.
The data from the questionnaire were recorded and
analyzed using Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to test the
hypotheses.

significance.

Alpha level was set at 0.05 to determine

Correlations were conducted relative to

demographic factors.

Ma.ior Findings

Findings based on the data from the study are
presented for each hypothesis which guided the study.
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Hypothesis Number One:

There will be no

significant difference in management systems between

schools identified as improving and those identified as
declining.

The first hypothesis was not rejected.

were System 1 (Exploitive authoritative).

No schools
One school

was System 2 (Benevolent authoritative); 44 schools

were System 3 (Consultative), and eight schools were

System 4 (Participative) (see Table 5).

The mean score

on the total POS was 3.5734 for declining schools and

3.6374 for improving schools (p = .5638) (see Table 6).

Table 5
Management Systems bv School Cluster

School
Cluster

System 3
No. - %

System 2
No. - %

Improving (22)

Declining (31)

1

3.0

70

System 4
No. - %

18

82.0

4

18.0

26

84.0

4

13.0
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Table 6

Analysis of Variance for Management Systems

Source of
Variance

DF

Between

1

Sum of
Squares
.52692 -1

Within

51

7.9609

Total

52

8.0136

.52692 -1

Prob > F

F

Mean
Squares

.33756 .5638 n.s.

.15610

Means for Management Systems
Std. Dev.

Variance

Mean

Achievement

N

Declining

31

3.5734

.16758

.40936

Improving

22

3.6374

.13970

.37376

Hypothesis Number Two:

There will be no significant

difference in climate between schools identified as

improving and those identified as declining.
The second hypothesis was not rejected.
were System 1 (Exploitive authoritative).

No schools

Seven schools

were System 2 (Benevolent authoritative); 44 schools were
system 3 (Consultative), and two schools were System 4

(Participative) (see Table 7).

The mean score on the

climate variable of the PCS was 3.389 for declining
schools and 3.3434 for improving schools
(P = .9637) (see Table 8).
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Table 7
Climate bv School Cluster

System 3
No. - %

System 2
No. - %

School Cluster

System 4
No. - %

Improving (22)

2

9.0

19

86.0

1

5.0

Declining (31)

5 -16.0

25

81.0

1

3.0

Table 8

Analysis of Variance for Climate

Source of
Variance

DF

Between

1

.26402 -3

Within

51 6.4388

Total

52 6.4390

F

Mean
Squares

Sum of
Squares

.26402 -3

Prob > F

.20913 -2 .9637n.s.

.12625

Means for Climate

Std. Dev.

Mean

Variance

31

3.3389

.13695

.37006

22

3.3434

.11097

.33312

Achievement

N

Declining

Improving
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Hypothesis Number Three:

There will be no

significant difference in leadership between schools

identified as improving and those identified as

declining.

The third hypothesis was not rejected.

No schools

were System 1 (Exploitive authoritative).

Nine schools

were System 2 (Benevolent authoritative);

31 schools

were System 3 (Consultative), and 13 schools were System
4 (Participative) (see Table 9).

The mean score on the

leadership variable of the PCS was 3.5500 for declining
schools and 3.7294 (p = .2845) (see Table 10).

Table 9

Leadership bv School Cluster

School
Cluster

System 3
No. - %

System 2
No. - %

System 4
No.- %

Improving (22)

2

9.0

13 -59.0

7

32.0

Declining (31)

7 -23.0

18 -58.0

6

19.0

73
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Table 10

Analysis of Variance for Leadership

Source of
Variance

DF

Between

1

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Squares

F

Prob > F

.41431

1.1701

.2845 n.s.

.41431

Within

51

18.058

Total

52

18.473

.35408

Means for Leadership

Std. Dev.

Variance

Achievement

N

Mean

Declining

31

3.5500

.36696

.60577

Improving

22

3.7294

.33569

.57939

There will be no

Hypothesis Number Four:

significant difference in intervening variables between

schools identified as improving and those identified as
declining.

The fourth hypothesis was not rejected.
were System 1 (Exploitive authoritative).

No schools

Seven schools

were System 2 (Benevolent authoritative); 35 schools were
System 3 (Consultative), and 11 schools were System 4
(Participative) (see Table 11).

The mean score on

intervening variables of the POS was 3.5811 for declining
74

schools and 3.6347 for improving schools (p = .7183) (see

Table 12).
Table 11

Intervening Variables by School Cluster

School
Cluster

System 2
No. - %

System 4
No. - %

System 3
No. - %

Improving (22)

2

9.0

16

73.0

4

18.0

Declining (31)

5 -16.0

19

61.0

7

23.0

Table 12

Analysis of Variance for Intervening Variables

Source of
Variance

DF

Between

1

.37020 -1 .37020 -1

Within

51

14.345

Total

52

14.382

F

Prob > F

.13162

.7183 n.s.

Mean
Squares

Sum of
Squares

.28127

Means for Intervening Variables

Achievement

N

Mean

Variance

Std. Dev.

Declining

31

3.5811

.29114

.53958

Improving

22

3.6347

.26716

.51688
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Hypothesis Number Five:

There will be no

significant difference in end result variables between

schools identified as improving and those identified as
declining.
The fifth hypothesis was not rejected.

were System 1 (Exploitive authoritative).

No schools

One school was

System 2 (Benevolent authoritative); 37 schools were
System 3 (Consultative), and 14 schools were System 4

(Participative) (see Table 13).

The mean score on the

end result variables of the POS was 3.8172 for declining

schools and 3.8256 for improving schools (p - .9304) (see
Table 14).
Table 13

End Result Variables by School Cluster

School
Cluster

System 3
No. - %

System 2
No. - %

Improving (22)
Declining (31)*

1

3.0

*Data missing from one school
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System 4
No. - %

16

73.0

6

27.0

21

70.0

8

27.0

Table 14
Analysis of Variance for End Result Variables

Source of
Variance

Sum of
Squares

DF

Between

1

.89407 -3 .89407 -3

Within

50

5.8027

Total

51

5.8036

F

Mean
Squares

Prob > F

.77039 -2 .9304 n.s.

.11605

Means for End Result Variables
Mean

Variance

Std. Dev.

30

3.8172

.11264

.33561

22

3.8256

.12078

.34753

Achievement

N

Declining

Improving

Ancillary Findings

Item 55 of the POS asked respondents to list any

factors which they believed influenced student
achievement in their school as reflected on the CTBS.
total of 170 subjects responded.

A

Of the 130 respondents

from improving schools, 66 (51%) wrote comments.

From

declining schools, 104 (54%) of the 193 respondents wrote
comments.

A content analysis of responses found similar
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themes from both groups.

Parental support was mentioned

without generally specifying whether or not this was a
positive or negative quality.

However, when considered

in the context of other comments, lack of parental
support appeared to be the issue.

Other factors

mentioned by both groups of respondents were the home
environment of students, low socio-economic status (SES)

of students and communities, and lack of discipline in
the schools.
In spite of a number of responses expressing

problems associated with education, teachers from both
improving and declining schools listed specific
interventions which their schools were using to increase

CTBS scores.

Special classes, remedial work, computer

labs , awards, special pre-testing materials, and self
concept programs were among those mentioned.

Teachers in

both groups also mentioned dedicated, committed teachers,

time-on-task, goal setting, group planning, as well as
test analysis in determining weaknesses and developing

programs for the following year (see Table 15).
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Table 15
Responses to POS Item 55

Response
Category

Improving
(66) - %

Declining
(104) - %

School Weaknesses
Parental Support

13

20.0

13

13.0

Home/Community
Environment

11

17.0

24

23.0

SES

7

11.0

9

9.0

Discipline (Lack)

2

3.0

6

6.0

Intervention Programs

11

17.0

7

7.0

Staff Involvement

12

18.0

16

15.0

10

10.0

School Strengths

Test Analysis

Item 56 of the POS asked respondents for any

additional comments they would like to make.

A total of

78 teachers responded, 27 respondents (21%) from

improving schools and 51 respondents (26%) from declining
schools.

A content analysis of responses revealed

similar themes.

Teachers in both improving and declining

schools expressed concern regarding the pressure to do
well on the CTBS as well as the lack of validity for this
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test.

Concerns were voiced about lack of support from

both administration and central office personnel.
Teachers from both groups voiced supportive

statements regarding the staffs at their particular
schools.

From comments made, it appeared that teachers

in both declining and improving schools receive

encouragement and support from their peers.

Teachers in

both groups also expressed positive relationships with
both principals and parents and presented their schools

as caring communities (see Table 16).
Table 16

Responses to PQS Item 56

Improving
(27) - %

Response
Category-

Test/Expectations

Lack of Support
Support ive/Pos it ive
Relationships

Declining
(51) - %

5

19.0

7

14.0

10

37.0

17

33.0

6

22.0

12

24.0

Of additional interest was the SES status of the

individual schools within each achievement cluster.
the 31 declining schools only one was classified as a

high SES school.

The remaining 30 declining schools
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(97%) were classified as low SES.

Within improving

schools (22) , only one was classified as high SES.

The

remaining 21 improving schools (95%) were classified as
low SES.

SES was determined by the percent of students

in each school who qualified for free and reduced lunch.

Summary

A total of 323 teachers in West Virginia
participated in this study to describe and compare the

management systems, and their component variables, as
perceived by teachers in 53 identified West Virginia

public schools defined as either improving or declining.
This study was accomplished through survey research

procedures utilizing a questionnaire sent to the entire
study population.

The data were analyzed at the 0.05 alpha level of

significance using Analysis of Variance.
hypotheses were not rejected.

The five

Correlations were

conducted relative to demographic factors, but no

significant relationships were found.
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Chapter 5

Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations

The summary, conclusions and recommendations of
the study are contained in Chapter 5.
divided into six sections:

The chapter is

(a) summary of purpose,

(b) summary of procedures, (c) summary of findings,
(d) conclusions,

(e) recommendations and (f)

implications.

iiiuilarv of Purpose

This study was designed to describe and compare
the management systems and their component variables as

perceived by teachers in identified West Virginia

public schools defined as either improving or
declining.

The following five hypotheses guided the

study:
1.

There will be no significant difference in

management systems between schools identified as
improving and those identified as declining.
2.

There will be no significant difference in

climate between schools identified as improving and

those identified as declining.
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3.

There will be no significant difference in

leadership between schools identified as improving and

those identified as declining.
4.

There will be no significant difference in

intervening variables between schools identified as

improving and those identified as declining.
5.

There will be no significant difference in end

result variables between schools identified as

improving and those identified as declining.

ilTuil arv

of Procedures

A population of 577 teachers from identified

public schools in the state of West Virginia was asked
to participate in the study.

A packet containing a

cover letter and the survey instrument was mailed to
each study participant.

The survey instrument,

Likert's Profile of a School (POS, copyright 1986),
consisted of 47 items with supplementary demographic

questions.

A total of 323 teachers (56%) returned the

instrument.

Data from the questionnaires were statistically

analyzed at the 0.05 alpha level of significance using
Analysis of Variance.

Correlations were conducted

relative to demographic factors.
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Siu

ary of Findings

The analysis of data collected in this study-

provided the following findings:
No significant differences were perceived by
teachers in schools identified as either improving or

declining in regard to management systems and their
component variables of climate, leadership, intervening

and end result.

Scores for both groups of schools on

these areas was System 3 (Consultative).

While the

literature regarding school effectiveness has clearly
demonstrated the critical role of the principal in
relation to student achievement, this study found no

significant relationship between student achievement
and management systems and their component variables as

perceived by teachers.

In addition, no significant

differences were perceived by teachers in schools
identified as either improving or declining on either
the seventeen indexes or the individual items (47) of
the PCS.

A list of indexes and items with mean scores

for each appears in Appendix D.
No significant relationship was found between SES
and student achievement in the identified improving and

declining schools.

Only two of the 53 schools from

which responses were received were classified as high
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SES.

Of the 31 declining schools, thirty (97%) were

classified as low SES schools.

Of the 22 improving

schools, twenty-one (95%) were classified as low SES
schools.

SES was determined by the percent of students

in each school who qualified for free and reduced
lunch.

No significant relationships were found between

the demographic factors of teacher gender, principal
gender, years taught, and years experience of principal
and management systems and their component variables as

perceived by teachers.

Additionally, no significant

relationships were found between these demographic
factors and student achievement in the identified
improving and declining schools.

No significant relationship was found between
attendance at the West Virginia Principal's Academy and

the development of a school improvement plan and

management systems and their component variables as
perceived by teachers.

No significant relationship was

found between these factors and student achievement in
the identified improving and declining schools.

In

spite of the lack of statistical significance, the data
provide important information.
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Subjects from 15 schools responded that their
principal had attended the West Virginia Principal's
Academy.

Subjects from the remaining schools were not

in agreement regarding their principals' attendance.
Twenty-seven percent of the study population reported

that they did not know whether or not their principal

had attended the Academy.
Subjects from 36 schools responded that their
schools had developed a school improvement plan within

the last five years.

Subjects from the remaining 17

schools were not in agreement regarding a school

improvement plan. Four percent of the study population
reported that they did not know whether or not their
school had developed a school improvement plan within
the last five years.

Teachers from both improving and declining schools

responded similarly when asked to discuss factors

influencing student achievement in their schools.

Both

groups listed factors clustered under the headings of
school weaknesses and school strengths.

School

weaknesses included lack of parental support,
home/community environment, SES and lack of discipline.

School strengths included intervention programs, staff
involvement and test analysis.
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Teachers from both

groups of schools responded similarly when asked for
additional optional comments.

Areas listed included

concern regarding the pressure to do well on CTBS
tests, lack of support from administration, and

supportive, positive relationships within the school.

Conelusions
On the basis of the findings of this study, the
following conclusions were drawn:
Hl:

There will be no significant difference in

management systems between schools identified as
improving and those identified as declining

No

significant difference was found in the perceptions of

teachers regarding the management systems in improving
and declining schools.

Eighty-two percent of improving

schools and 84% of declining schools were System 3

(Consultative); 18% of improving schools and 13% of

declining schools were System 4 (Participative).

One

declining school was System 2 (Benevolent

authoritative); no schools were System 1 (Exploitive
authoritative).
H2:

There will be no significant difference in

climate between schools identified as improving and

those identified as dec1ining
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No significant

difference was found in the perceptions of teachers

regarding the climate in improving and declining

schools.

Nine percent of improving schools and 16% of

declining schools were System 2 (Benevolent
authoritative) .

Eighty-six percent of improving

schools and 81% declining schools were System 3

(Consultative).

Five percent of improving schools and

3% of declining schools were System 4 (Participative).
No schools were System 1 (Exploitive authoritative).
H3:

There will be no significant difference in

leadership between schools identified as improving and
those identified as declining

No significant

difference was found in the perceptions of teachers
regarding leadership in improving and declining
schools.

Nine percent of improving schools and 23% of

declining schools were System 2 (Benevolent
authoritative ).

Fifty-nine percent of improving

schools and 58% of declining schools were System 3
(Consultative).

Thirty-two percent of improving

schools and 19% of declining schools were System 4
(Participative).

No schools were System 1 (Exploitive

authoritative).
H4:

There will be no significant difference in

intervening variables between schools identified as
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improving and those Identified as declining

No

significant difference was found in the perceptions of
teachers regarding intervening variables in improving

and declining schools.

Nine percent of improving

schools and 16% of declining schools were System 2

(Benevolent authoritative).

Seventy-three percent of

improving schools and 61% of declining schools were

System 3 (Consultative).

Eighteen percent of improving

schools and 23% of declining schools were System 4
(Participative).

No schools were System 1 (Exploitive

authoritative).
H5:

There will be no significant difference in

end result variables between schools identified as
improving and those identified as declining

No

significant difference was found in the perceptions of
teachers regarding end result variables in improving
and declining schools.

Seventy-three percent of

improving schools and 70% of declining schools were

System 3 (Consultative).

Twenty-seven percent of both

improving and declining schools were System 4

(Participative).

One declining school was System 2
no schools were System 1

(Benevolent authoritative);
(Exploitive authoritative).

89

Conclusions from Ancillary Findings
A relationship between SES and student achievement

was not established.

Ninety-five percent of improving

schools were identified as low SES.

A similar percent

(97%) of declining schools were also identified as low
SES; therefore, in this study, school SES was not shown

to have an impact upon student achievement.

The role of the West Virginia Principal's Academy
in effecting school improvement through principal
training was unclear.

Subjects from only 15 of the 53

schools studied responded that their principal had

attended the Academy.

The percentage of principals

from declining schools who had reportedly attended the

Academy exceeded that of improving schools.

Twenty

seven percent of subjects responding reported they did
not know if their principal had attended the Academy.

The function of a school improvement plan for the

purpose of school improvement was unclear.

Subjects

from 36 of the schools studied responded that their

school had developed a school improvement plan.

The

percentage of improving schools which had developed a

school improvement plan exceeded that of declining
schools.

Ninety-six percent of subjects responding
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reported that their school had developed a school

improvement plan.

Implications
The results of this study contradict the existing

literature which supports the importance of the
principal's role in relation to student achievement.

Studies by Brookover and Schneider (1975), Brookover
and Lezotte (1977), Edmonds and Fredericksen (1978) and

the Maryland State Department of Education (1978) found

the principal to be the key to student achievement.

This finding has been supported in later literature
which firmly established the importance of principal
behaviors and their relation to student achievement

(Andrews and Soder, 1987; Batsis, 1987; Dwyer, 1984;
National Association of Elementary School Principals,

1990;

Smith and Andrews, 1989).

The results of this

study indicate that the role of the principal, as

reported by teachers on the POS, in relation to student
achievement is unclear.
The data for improving schools in this study

support the effective schools research.

Improving

schools, with a high percentage (95%) of low SES
schools, have shown increases in student achievement.
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This data supports the contention of the effective

schools research that all students can learn.

Additionally, the improving schools in this study
support the work of Likert and other researchers which

has established a relationship between System 4
(Participative) management and excellence.

All scores

derived from the POS—management system, climate,

leadership, intervening variables and end result
variables, were System 3 (Consultative) in improving
schools.
In contrast, the declining schools in this study

have an equivalent SES configuration (97%) and quite
dissimilar student achievement results.

Additionally,

all scores derived from the POS were also System 3

(Consultative), though somewhat lower than those of
improving schools.

The data from this study do not

explain why two very similar SES groups of schools

differ greatly on student achievement as measured by

previous CTBS and yet have very similar profiles of
management systems and their component variables of
climate, leadership, intervening and end result.

The areas measured by the POS are strongly related
to leadership processes conceptualized by Ballinger and

Murphy (1986).

Leadership processes include:
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(1)

communication,

(2) decision making,

management, and (4) group process.

(3) conflict

In view of the

results of this study, teachers appear to believe that
principals in both improving and declining schools are

attending to these processes.

However, the second area

postulated by Hallinger and Murphy—leadership
functions—was not measured in this study.

Leadership

functions were based on the effective school literature
and include:

goals,

(1) framing and communicating school

(2) supervising and evaluating instruction, (3)

coordinating curriculum,

(4) developing high academic

standards and expectations, (5) monitoring student
progress, and (6) protecting instructional time.

It

may be in this area of principal behaviors that

differences in student achievement can be explained.
Data for this study were gathered from teacher

perceptions of the present situation in their schools
as measured by the POS.

These perceptions appear to

have been influenced by changes which have occurred in
the public schools of West Virginia since 1990.

These

include the establishment of faculty senates, local
school improvement councils, curricular teams and
school improvement committees, all of which were

established to provide teachers with a greater voice in
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the management of their schools.

In responding to the

questionnaire , teachers may have been influenced by

these changes in school governance.

In view of the

fact that teachers from both improving and declining

schools indicated positive staff relationships as a
school strength, teachers may have responded to the
questionnaire on the basis of total school functioning

and not on the basis of principal behaviors alone.

This action would be consistent with the POS

measurement of current behaviors and organizational
practice.

The results of this study do not support the
existing literature on the role of the principal in
relation to student achievement.

However, the study

findings do not relieve the principal, county or state
of the responsibility for managing an effective school
based on the literature supporting effective school

practices.

The factors known to positively influence

student achievement should be addressed in the

continued effort to improve schools in West Virginia.
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Reco.

endations

An analysis of the findings of this study has led

to the following recommendations:

1.

That further studies be conducted to gather

additional perceptions of management systems and their

component variables (e.g., students, parents,
administrators, service personnel).

2.

That further studies be conducted using

different instruments to measure the principal's role
in the instructional program of the school.
3.

That further studies be conducted using

alternative measures of student achievement.
4.

That studies be conducted to determine

possible relationships between leadership functions and

student achievement.
5.

That studies be conducted to determine issues

resolved by school governing bodies and their possible
relationship to student achievement.
6.

That studies be conducted to determine any

possible relationship between the principal's years of
service and student achievement.
7.

That further studies be conducted to

investigate the issues of context and their

relationship to student achievement.
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Education Administration

West Virginia University
College of Human Resources and Education

January 25/

1993

Dear Colleague:

I am doing a study in conjunction with West Virginia
University and the West Virginia Graduate College in
order to complete the requirements for a doctoral
dissertation.
I need your help to make the study a
success.
I am surveying K-6 teachers in 58 selected West
Virginia public schools.
You are asked to complete
the enclosed questionnaire which is designed to collect
information about how people in schools work together.
This information will be used to develop profiles of
management systems in schools.
Participation is
strictly voluntary, and neither respondents nor schools
will be identified.
As a classroom teacher myself, I know that a
teacher's time is limited.
However, your input is
limi ted.
vital to this- research effort.
Please take the time
today to complete the enclosed questionnaire and return
it to me in the enclosed pre-addressed stamped envelope.
Thank you very much for your help.

Sincerely,

'Sharon Martin
Doctoral Candidate

Enclosures
i

I
I
I

304 293-3707/2467 c 606 Allen Holl □ PO Box 6122 c Morgjmown. WV 26506-6122
Equal Opportunity / Allirmative Action Institution
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Education Administration

West Virginia University
College of Human Resources and Education

February 23,

1993

Dear Colleague:
This is a follow-up to the letter and questionnaire
which I sent you three weeks ago.
I apologize if that
request caught you at a bad time in your demanding
schedule or if I provided insufficient directions or
informa t ion.

As I indicated in the first letter, your responses
are confidential. No school or person will be identified
in this study.

I implore you as a fellow classroom teacher to help
me complete this research on management systems in
selected elementary schools in West Virginia.
Please take
a few minutes and mark your responses on the questionnaire
and return to me as soon as possible. Testing of the
instrument indicates that it should take only about fifteen
minutes of your time.
In case your first copy was misplaced,
I am enclosing another questionnaire and return envelope.

Your contribution to this study will insure that your
feelings are included in the results and will enable me
to complete my graduate program.
Thank you in advance for your much needed help.

Sincerely,

Sharon Martin
Doctoral Candidate
Enclosures

304 293-3707/2467
606 Allen Hall o P O. Box 6122
Morgantown. WV 26506-6122
Equal Opportunity / Affirmative Action Institution
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PROFILE OF A SCHOOL
Staff Questionnaire

---- INSTRUCTIONS
Most questions have five possible responses. If none of the choices matches your perception exactly, use the
one that is closest to it. Please refer to this “EXTENT SCALE GUIDE” in answering the following questions.

To a Very Great Extent
To a Great Extent-----------To Some Extent-------------------To a Little Extent -----------------------

To a Very Little Extent------------------ 1

---- DEFINITIONS
In this questionnaire, the following terms have these definitions:

Organization—The school in which you are employed.
Administrator—The principal of your school.

Work, group—All the teachers in your school.

Department—The kindergarten, primary, and intermediate divisions of your school.

Please return to: Sharon Martin, 509 47th Street, SE, Charleston, WV 25304.

Copyright 1986 by Jane Gibson Likert. Distributed by Rensis Liken Associates, Inc. Nofurther reproduction in anyform authorized
without written permission of Rensis Liken Associates, Inc.
Modified with permission.
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----- QUESTIONS 1 - 19
To a Very Great Extent
To a Great Extent
To Some Extent------To a Little Extent To a Very Little Extent

1. To what extent are decisions made at the appropriate levels for effective performance?
2. To what extent are decision makers aware of problems, particularly problems at lower
levels?
3. To what extent are you involved in major decisions related to your work?
4. To what extent is information given to your work group about what is going on in other
departments adequate?
5. To what extent does this organization tell your work group what it needs to know to do
the best possible job?
6. To what extent does the school board set high performance goals for educational
excellence?
7. To what extent does the superintendent set high performance goals for educational
excellence?
8. To what extent do different departments plan together and coordinate their efforts? ...
9. To what extent do administrators, staff, and students work together as a team?
10. How are conflicts between departments usually resolved?
© Usually ignored
© Little is done
0 Appealed to higher levels but not resolved
® Resolved at a higher level in the organization
© Worked out through mutual effort and understanding at the level where they
appear
To what extent does each of the following groups of people influence what goes on in this
organization?
11. Principal(s)
12. Teachers
13. Central Office Staff
14. Students
15. To what extent is your administrator friendly and supportive?
16. To what extent is your administrator interested in your success?
17. To what extent does your administrator try to help you with your problems?
18. To what extent does your administrator encourage the members of your work group to
exchange opinions and ideas?
19. To what extent does your administrator encourage the members of your work group to
work as a team?
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---- QUESTIONS 20 - 42
To a Very Great Extent
To a Great Extent
To Some Extent-------To a Little Extent .
To a Very Little Extent

20. To what extent does your administrator try to provide you with the materials and
equipment you need to do your job well?
21. To what extent docs your administrator give you useful information and ideas?
22. To what extent does your administrator encourage you to be innovative in developing
more effective and efficient practices?
23. To what extent does your administrator make sure that planning and setting priorities are
done well?
24. To what extent docs your administrator have high goals for educational performance?
25. To what extent docs your administator feel responsible for ensuring that educational
excellence is achieved?

© ©©© ©
©000®

©©©©@
O0000
© © ©© ©

©QQQ®

To what extent docs your administrator seek and use your ideas about:
26. Academic matters?
©©©©0
27. Nonacademic matters?
©©©©@
28. To what extent does your administrator use group meetings to solve problems?
©©©©©
29. To what extent does your administrator handle the administrative aspects of the job well? © © © © ©
30. To what extent docs your administrator handle the technical (or educational) aspects of
the job well?
31. To what extent do you have confidence and trust in your administrator?
32. To what extent do you view communications from your administrator with trust?
33. To what extent do you feel free to talk to your administrator?
34. To what extent do members of your work group try to be friendly and supportive to your

© ©©©©
©000®
© ©©©©
©000®

administrator?
35. To what extent is the communication from your work group to your administrator
accurate?
36. To what extent is communication open and candid between your administrator and your
work group?

©©©©©

37. lb what extent does your administrator know the problems faced by your work group?

©©©©©

38. To what extent do members of your work group try to be friendly and supportive to one
another?

©©©©©

39. To what extent is communication open and candid among members of your work group?
40. To what extent do members of your work group encourage one another to do their best?

©©©©©
© ©©©©

41. When conflicts arise between panics (groups or persons), to what extent are mutually
acceptable solutions sought?
42. When solutions are reached, to what extent do the opposing parties accept and implement
them?
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----- QUESTIONS 43 - 56

To a Very Great Extent
To a Great Extent
To Some Extent------To a Little Extent .
To a Very Little Extent

43. To what extent do the members of your work group feel responsible for ensuring that
educational excellence is achieved?
44. To what extent do students accept high performance goals?
45. To what extent is is worthwhile for you to do your best?
46. To what extent do you look forward to your working day?
47. Overall to what extent is your work satisfying?

Q
Q©@® @
©
@

---- DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

In the space provided, please check the response for each question that best describes you and your principal.

48. Your gender
Female
Male
49. Your principal’s gender
Female
Male
50. How many years have you taught at this school?
1.1-5 yrs.
2. 6 - 10 yrs.
3. 11-20 yrs.
4. 21 yrs. or more
51. How many years has your principal been a principal?
5. Do not know
1.1-5 yrs.
2. 6-10 yrs.
3. 11-20 yrs.
4. 21 yrs. or more
52. How many years has your principal been in his/her present position?
1.1 -5 yrs.
2. 6 - 10 yrs.
3. 11-20 yrs.
4. 21 yrs. or more
5. Do not know
53. Has your principal attended the West Virginia Principal’s Academy sponsored by the West Virginia
Department of Education?
Yes
No
Do not know
54. Has your school developed a school improvement plan during the last five years?
Yes
No
Do not know
55. Please list any factors which you believe influence student achievement in your school as reflected on the

eras.

56. Please add any additional comments which you should like to make.

Please check if you would like a copy of the study results.

Thank you very much for your cooperation.
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PCS Item

Mean
Declining

I

I

Improving

Climate Variable
Index: Decision Making
Item 1
I tern 2
Item 3

3.1850
3.4292
3.0189
3.1411

3.1742
3.4305
3.0373
3.0330

Index: Communication
I tern 4
Item 5

3.1053
2.9171
3.2778

3.2442
3.1001
3.4006

Index: Goal Commitment
I tern 6
I tern 7

3.6762
3.5641
3.7483

3.4546
3.4615
3.4592

Index:
Coordination
I tern 8
I tern 9
Item 10

3.3151
3.0002
3.2251
3.8083

3.3321
2.8703
3.3775
3.7711

Influence
Index:
Item 11
Item 12
Item 13
Item 14

3.4085
3.8962
3.6048
3.3342
2.7108

3.5040
4.1185
3.7482
3.2100
2.9438

Leadership Variable
Index: Support
Item 15
Item 16
Item 17

3.7446
3.8325
3.7629
3.6299

3.8992
4.0204
3.9871
3.6901

Index: Team Building
Item 18
Item 19

3.5802
3.5327
3.6093

3.7527
3.7308
3.7747

Index: Work Facilitation
Item 20
Item 21
Item 22

3.5943
3.8871
3.3639
3.5020

3.7894
3.9871
3.6556
3.7255
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3.6911
3.4001
3.9218
3.7034

3.8906
3.6281
4.1260
3.9215

3.2194
3.2626
3.0300
3.3179

3.2960
3.3720
3.1019
3.3991

Intervening Variables
Index: Job Performance
Item 29
Item 30

3.4403
3.4563
3.4273

3.6903
3.7335
3.6873

Trust in Administrator
Index:
Item 31
Item 32
Item 33

3.5526
3.5121
3.6612
3.6714

3.8555
3.8356
3.8312
3.8955

Openness with
Administrator
Item 34
Item 35
Item 36
Item 37

3.6690
3.7045
3.7238
3.6266
3.5581

3.7605
3.9625
3.7653
3.6790
3.6525

Index:
Peer Relationships
Item 38
Item 39
Item 40

3.7449
3.8556
3.7490
3.6238

3.7365
3.8982
3.6948
3.6121

Index: Conflict Resolution
Item 41
Item 42

3.3478
3.3768
3.3175

3.1863
3.1906
3.1821

End Results Variable
Index:
Educational Excellence
Item 43
Item 44

3.6620
4.1040
3.2416

3.7236
4.1638
3.2833

Index: Job Satisfaction
Item 45
Item 46
Item 47

3.9941
4.3791
3.7559
3.8074

3.9276
4.4333
3.6143
3.7351

Index: Goal Emphasis
Item 23
Item 24
Item 25
Index: Encouragement of
Participation
Item 26
Item 27
Item 28

Index:

I
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MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS AS PERCEIVED BY TEACHERS

IN IMPROVING AND DECLINING SCHOOLS

Sharon Burton Martin
ABSTRACT

This study was designed to describe and compare
the management systems, and their component variables,
as perceived by teachers in schools identified as

improving and declining on the basis of achievement
gains or losses on the CTBS given to students in 1988
and in 1991.
A population of 577 teachers in 53 identified

schools was provided by the West Virginia State
Department of Education.

Each participant was mailed a

packet containing a cover letter and the Profile of a
School questionnaire.

The return rate was 130 or 55.6

percent from improving schools and 193 or 56.3% from

declining schools.
The data were analyzed using Analysis of Variance
and correlations and resulted in these findings:

No significant differences were perceived by

I

teachers in schools identified as either improving or

I
I

declining in regard to management systems and their

135

component variables of climate, leadership,
intervening, and end result.

No significant relationship was found between SES

and student achievement in identified improving and
declining schools.
No significant relationships were found between

teacher and principal demographic factors, management

systems and student achievement.
No significant relationships were found between
attendance at the West Virginia Principal's Academy,

the development of a school improvement plan, and
management systems and student achievement.
The results of this study contradict the existing
literature which supports the importance of the

principal's role in relation to student achievement and
does not explain why two similar groups of schools have
a significant difference in student achievement.
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